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Abstract 
This project is the collaborative work of three Informatics students. The idea for the project was 
motivated by a 2013 research by the University of Southern Denmark, which revealed that about 
20% of students at some point feel lonely in their study life, due to the lack of study groups and 
social interactions. We therefore set out to design a platform that will facilitate students getting 
together to either study together, eat together or exercise together. We have hence created a high 
fidelity prototype of a mobile app, which we have named „Woven‟. 
We have used the User Centred Design (UCD) approach in the design process of creating 
Woven. Through this concept, we have involved users, in this case students of RUC, in every 
stage of the design. We set out to find out together with users how we can go about creating such 
a platform. We began by gathering requirements and developing mock-up prototypes. Through 
semi-structured interviews, we have found out what users require from the app and the features 
they would like to have on the app. We have also used interviews and Think aloud sessions to 
test various stages of the design. Through iterative stages, we have made several incremental 
changes to the design before arriving at our final prototype. 
In the course of the project we found out the limitations of using mock-ups to test complex 
designs such as ours. We also encountered situations where our usability testing method has not 
worked fully to our advantage, and also instances where user feedback contradicted our 
theoretical knowledge. Our conclusion of this project is that we have created „Woven‟, an app 
that students can use to either create or join events to study together, eat together and exercise 
together.  Through such an app students can connect with others outside their immediate circle 
thus giving them a sense of belonging. 
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Abstrakt 
Dette projekt blev gennemført via et samarbejde mellem tre Informatik-studerende fra 
Roskilde Universitet. Ideen til projektet blev motiveret af en undersøgelse fra 2013 fra Syddansk 
universitet, der viste, at omkring 20% af de studerende på et tidspunkt føler sig ensomme i 
deres studieliv, grundet manglende studiegrupper og sociale interaktioner. Derfor satte vi os for 
at designe en platform, der vil øge de studerende mulighed for at socialisere, enten at studere, 
spise, eller dyrke motion sammen. Vi har derfor skabt en high fidelity prototype af en mobil 
app, som vi har navngivet "Woven", som oversat til dansk betyder sammenvævet, og 
italesætter vores målsætning om at væve mennesker sammen i sociale netværk. 
Vi har brugt Brugercentreret Design (UCD) som udgangspunkt for designprocessen af Woven. 
Gennem denne tilgang har vi inddraget brugere, i dette tilfælde studerende på RUC, i alle faser 
af designprocessen. I direkte samarbejde med brugere ønske vi at finde ud af, hvordan vi kunne 
skabe en sådan platform. Via semistrukturerede interviews fik vi dannet en kravspecifikation, 
og derefter udvikle mock-up prototyper. Gennem interviewene, fandt vi ud af, hvad brugere 
har af ønsker og krav, når de skal bruge en sådan app. Vi har også brugt interviews og tænke-
højt-sessions til at teste forskellige stadier af designet. Gennem iterative faser, har vi lavet en 
række trinvise ændringer i designet før vi ankom til vores endelige prototype. 
I løbet af projektet fandt vi ud begrænsningerne ved at bruge mock-ups til at teste komplekse 
designs som vores. Vi stødte også på situationer, hvor vores test for brugervenlighed ikke var 
optimale og også tilfælde, hvor brugerfeedback stred imod vores teoretiske viden. 
Konklusionen af vores projekt blev, at gennem brugen af “Woven” får studerende muligheden 
for at socialisere med andre, både mennesker de kender, men også udenfor deres umiddelbare 
omgangskreds, og at dette kan være medvirkende til en øget følelse af social trivsel. 
  
4 
 
Notes: 
 
*We have not provided a link to our high fidelity prototype because doing this will require 
us to make our work public. We have therefore chosen to demonstrate our prototype at the 
exams. 
 
**Due to differences in our study credits for the semester, Michael Momme – 53968 will be 
attending a separate exams. 
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1. Introductory chapter 
In this first chapter we explain our motivation for this project. We provide a brief explanation of 
our idea and present our research question. 
1.1. Background 
According to a 2013 report on studying environment from the University of Southern Denmark, 
20% of students feel lonely in their student life. The report shows that the feeling of loneliness is 
related to a lack of study groups, lack of contact between students and a lack of social and 
professional communities (Syddansk Universitet, 2013). Being international students, we can 
relate to the feeling of isolation and loneliness that most foreign or transfer students experience 
in their daily lives at RUC. From our interaction with other students, we have found out that 
socialising for most students can be quite challenging. It is a challenge for most students to 
interact with other students outside of their immediate network. We would hence like to create a 
technological product that can facilitate social interaction, thus increasing the possibility of 
social well-being at RUC. 
 
1.2. The Product 
The product we wish to create is a mobile app where people can get together with others to 
perform various activities. Our product idea is inspired by other socialising platforms such as 
Facebook. However, we believe there is a difference between our idea and the other social apps 
such as Facebook. Unlike most socialising apps that focus mainly on virtual community 
interactions, our app is aimed at promoting social health - a concept we feel is missing in most 
socialising apps. 
We define social health as the forming of life-enriching interpersonal relationships with others. 
As such, the app will not be aimed at having virtual friends or establishing virtual relationships. 
Instead, it will be a platform that will bring people together physically, be it to share a meal, 
watch a sporting event, exercise, integrate into a new society or encourage and motivate each 
other to participate in social activities.  
Being an Informatics project, we will focus on designing the user interface of the app. Hence, we 
will be looking at user involvement in the design process. 
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1.3. Ethical considerations 
The definition of and view on health is a normative concept (Høyer, K. 2014: p.325), and is a 
changing social construct that prevails until new norms in the health construct comes along 
(Ditte, 2013: p.135). This norm is seen through the eyes of both public authority, where it leads 
the focus of political decisions, as well as through the social interaction amongst individuals. 
The quantification of the health concept is primarily due to the desire to take actions that can be 
measured and weighed, recreated and generalised, and where the quality level must be able to 
provide a comparable basis for said political actions. The political landscape is coloured by the 
pressure of being able to measure the impact of initiatives that are being launched in the health 
sector. The concept of health therefore easily becomes an entity in which the requirement to 
quantify and measure the success of the intervention, becomes the only way of measuring 
validity. 
Our focus in this project stems from a desire to challenge what we see as the prevailing 
community discourse as described before, which looks at the concept of health as being 
measurable and of a quantitative nature. Instead we want to use this mobile app as a way to 
enable real life social interaction, which is not bound by a set of measurable characteristics but 
allows for a subjective understanding and qualification of the meaning of social health. 
 
1.4. Problem formulation and Research questions 
Like most designers, we have an idea for a product based on our specific knowledge, needs and 
expectations. These specific and personal factors will play a huge role in our design of the user 
interface of the product. Most theorists and researchers of Human Computer Interaction and User 
Interface design argue that the success of ideas depend indeed on the involvement of users in the 
design process. 
“The purpose of a user interface is to communicate with the user. However, the designer 
and the user have quite different backgrounds and concerns, so it is very difficult for the 
designer to predict what effect some design decisions will have on a user‟s behaviour” 
(Monk et al., 1993). 
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Monk et al. acknowledge the fact that there is a difference in the expectations of users and 
designers. It is not our aim to affirm or disprove this fact. Rather, we intend to explore how these 
differences in expectations can be used as an advantage in designing the user interface of our 
product. Therefore, the research question we wish to explore in this project is; 
How to develop a mobile app to improve social interaction among students? 
As part of the research question, we will also look at the following sub question; 
 What are the needed requirements in designing the mobile app? 
 
1.5. Delimitation  
The product in this project is targeted at students who are having difficulties in socialising or 
students who feel isolated, stressed and lonely in their everyday lives. 
The project, will focus on creating low and mid fidelity prototypes to evaluate the usability of the 
product. The project report is therefore a summation of user involvement achieved through the 
use of different evaluation methods in the design process. 
The project will not involve the creation of a finished product as such the implementation of the 
finished product will not be explored. 
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2. Theoretical and Methodological framework 
In this section, we discuss the overarching theoretical framework behind the project. 
2.1. Theories and Concepts 
User-Centred Design 
User-Centred Design (UCD) is the process of involving users in a design process. The 
importance of involving users in the design process is to ensure that the design is created from 
the point of view of user perception and understanding. The theory behind UCD is that rather 
than users adapting their attitudes, beliefs and experiences to a new design, new designs should 
instead be conceived and developed to reflect and accommodate the intended users‟ attitudes, 
beliefs and limitations. Thus, the principle of UCD requires that the target audience is involved 
in all phases of a product design. 
Contextual Design, is one approach to UCD. It is the process of designing products from a 
designer‟s understanding of how the intended users work and thereby designing to support the 
users‟ work. “According to the Contextual Design approach, data gathered from users is the base 
criterion for deciding which needs to address, what the system should do, and how it should be 
structured” (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 2014). Hence, Contextual inquiry is the main data collection 
method used in Contextual Design. This method allows for designers to collect data through 
interacting with users while the users are working. Thereby gaining an understanding of how the 
new system will support or interfere with the entire work context of the intended user (Wixon et 
al. 1990). 
Participatory/Cooperative Design is another approach to UCD that goes beyond the concept of 
designing for users but rather designing with users. 
“Participatory experience is not simply a method or set of methodologies, it is a mind-set 
and an attitude about people. It is the belief that all people have something to offer to the 
design process and that they can be both articulate and creative when given appropriate 
tools with which to express themselves” (Sanders, 2002). 
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Sanders argues that when working with the concept of participatory design, the role of the 
intended user is not only represented to the designer via research. Instead, the intended users 
have a direct and critical role in the design process (Sanders, 2002). 
In the fields of HCI and CSCW, there are various researches aimed at finding different 
approaches to working with User-Centred Design. However, regardless of which approach a 
design team chooses, the overall consensus is that UCD leads to user satisfaction, ease of use of 
a new design and a shorter learning curve. 
 
ISO key principles of UCD 
Although there is an accepted key principle of user involvement throughout the design process 
when working with UCD, there is no one single definition of UCD. It is a concept that may be 
used in various ways thus having various definitions depending on the context within which it‟s 
being used. 
“I suggest we consider UCD an adequate label under which to continue to gather our 
knowledge of how to develop usable systems. It captures a commitment the usability 
community supports—that you must involve users in system design—while leaving fairly 
open how this is accomplished.” (Karat, 1997). 
The ISO-13407 definition of UCD is that it is an iterative process as shown in the Fig.1.1. This 
definition is more a description of the procedure involved in working with UCD and not a 
distinct meaning of what UCD is. However, the ISO also provides key principles for an abstract 
definition of working with UCD: 
 The design is based upon an explicit understanding of users, tasks and environments. 
 Users are involved throughout design and development. 
 The design is driven and refined by user-centred evaluation. 
 The process is iterative. 
 The design addresses the whole user experience. 
 The design team includes multidisciplinary skills and perspectives. 
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Fig1.1: The human-centred design process, ISO-13407 
 
Drawbacks of UCD 
The major drawback of UCD is that extensive user involvement may lead to more costs and a 
prolonged project period. Furthermore, there is a danger of designers being forced to 
compromise their designs to satisfy incompetent users. Therefore it is vital that a lot of thought is 
put into the user selection process (Shneiderman et al. 2014). User involvement can also lead to a 
narrow design focus. If the user selection is not representative of the intended user population, 
designers run the risk of designing products that will not satisfy all the intended users. It is 
therefore necessary that users involved in the design process are representative of the user 
population. 
 
The “Golden Rules” of Design 
Shneiderman proposes eight “Golden Rules” of interactive design (Shneiderman et al. 2014). 
According to Shneiderman et al., when applied, the eight golden rules can create a well-defined 
interface that will improve the usability of a product. Although it is the aim of this project to 
incorporate and reflect these rules in the product design, we shall focus mainly on the following 
rules. 
Strive for consistency 
This principle states the necessity of using consistent sequences of actions in a design. This is to 
improve comprehension and minimize time used in learning how to use the product. Habituation 
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and Spatial Memory are concepts introduced by Tidwell that argue in favour of design 
consistency (Tidwell, 2010). Tidwell argues that users‟ interaction with a system, overtime, 
becomes reflexive. So much so that they no longer have to be conscious of their actions - “people 
may expect to find similar functionality in similar places” (Tidwell, 2010). Although this 
reflexive interaction leads to improved efficiency, it also creates negative expectations where 
users expect habitual actions to work in familiar situations. This makes striving for design 
consistency across a platform a vital aspect of the design process. Consistency in design can be 
achieved via using existing features and icons in the design as well as following patterns and 
colour schemes. 
Cater for universal usability 
Images of Usability is a concept derived by Morten Hertzum where he argues that usability 
should be understood as consisting of multiple images rather than one established meaning 
(Hertzum, 2010). Universal image is one of the six images of usability, which entails making 
design decisions that will cater for all. Universal usability is therefore recognising the diverse 
needs of users and making decisions that will accommodate these needs. Due to the proliferation 
of socialising mobile apps, the level of expertise in our target audience is fairly homogenous. 
However, there will always be varying use contexts, which our design must strive to 
accommodate. 
Permit easy reversal of actions 
The principle of permitting easy reversal of errors states that users should have the possibility to 
reverse their actions when using a system. The possibility to reverse actions eliminates the 
anxiety of making errors and also encourages safe exploration of the system. The option to undo 
or cancel actions must therefore be conspicuous in our design. 
 
2.2. Research methods 
In this section, we introduce some data collection methods, usability evaluation methods and 
design methods for working with UCD and PD. These methods will be the framework on which 
we will base our data collection and analysis. 
MUST method 
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The MUST method is a tool for creating a feasibility study of an IT-project, and it is used to 
increase the chance of success when starting an IT-project. The method takes the project away 
from a pure technological view to focusing more on implementing the technology into the 
everyday life of the user (Bodker et al., 2008:p.73). Even though this method can‟t be transferred 
directly from the organisation of a workplace to the development of a platform for use in a user‟s 
everyday life, we see the use of such a method to frame the data collection, reflection, and 
mutual learning between the user and the engineer. The intention is to further the user‟s ability to 
co-develop the platform, as well as be able to use it for given tasks, but also to support the users‟ 
ability to further develop the platform and make new uses of this tool. 
The MUST method is highly focused on real user involvement based on the pragmatic 
understanding that mutual learning between the designers and users are important factors in IT-
projects such as ours. We therefore think it necessary to have as much user involvement as 
possible, so that the product will be based on user participation, where the users are the ones 
filling our framework with their own data, e.g. Facebook. Another reason for this focus on user 
involvement is that simple interviews might not be the best way to know the actual needs for 
such a platform. This is not saying that all users have the same needs, but that even though users 
say they want a certain feature, it might be as a result of their existing knowledge from other 
similar platforms. This could also be the danger, since they might reproduce some of the 
shortcomings of the other platforms that they have learned to live with. Instead we want to focus 
on needs, and not on their view on what is possible. 
A key aspect of the MUST method is understanding work practices. The MUST method requires 
that designers understand the daily routines and flow of users in their everyday lives, this is what 
the MUST method refers to as “work practices” (Bodker et al., 2008: p.34). Work practices must 
be experienced first-hand to be understood. Three different methods that are especially suitable 
for understanding the work practice of the user are Observations, In-Situ Interview also known 
as Contextual Inquiry or “say/do”(difference between what is said, and what is actually done), 
and Think-aloud (Bodker et al., 2008: p.84). The say/do practice is based on the logic that certain 
practices are either done automatically without reflecting upon them, or deliberately kept secret 
for some reason. Thus, if we don‟t get the necessary info on the “real” work practise, we might 
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misinterpret the real use of our platform, and then risk that the product may not do what it sets 
out to do. So being able to understand the everyday work practice of the user can help in 
minimising any design flaws enhance the positive aspects of the design. This is what the MUST 
portfolio can help us to achieve. 
 
2.2.1. Data collection methods 
Interviews 
Focus group interviews first gained momentum in the 1950s where it was used by companies in 
gaining requirements in the design of products by gathering groups of people in reflective semi-
structured interviews. Today, Focus group interviews are being used in various fields such as 
health education. Focus group interviews are based on a loose structure where a moderator 
introduces a topic for discussion and sets the scene for a group discussion. It is essential to have 
different people in the discussion group in order to bring forth diverging views and opinions on a 
certain subject.  The criticism of focus group interviews is that it is not able to be re-created as 
with a questionnaire, which is more part of a quantifiable scientific method. So the question is if 
the data retrieved from a focus group interview is valid? The answer to this question taps into 
which paradigm a researcher chooses to investigate a certain field. 
The reason for using focus group interviews is for groups of people to reflect on their own view, 
and in discussion with others, reflects on their own answers against other people's answers. 
Thereby engage in the discussion that gives the designer more explorative information than a 
one-on-one interview ever could. The focus group interview also helps the designer move away 
from his own stereotypical view of potential users, and avoiding questionnaires that produce 
stereotypical answers. The interview can hereby be given a more narrative starting point, where 
the user may be able to express their feelings much deeper. We see the relevance of the focus 
group interview when concerning the topic of loneliness among students, as a way to stage a 
scene for group members to reflect on their sense of loneliness with other group members. 
Contextual Inquiry 
Contextual Inquiry is the main method of data collection in Contextual Design, the important 
aspect of the method is the work context – data is collected in the natural working environment 
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of the user. Good design principles require designers to start by first understanding the user and 
the context in which the new design is intended to be used. Contextual Inquiry is hence a way of 
understanding the intended user – “Contextual inquiry is an explicit step for understanding who 
the users really are and how they work on a day-to-day basis” (Holtzblatt and Beyer, 2014). 
Unlike traditional interviews, Contextual Inquiry goes beyond a question and answer format to 
observing the user in his work environment and inquiring about the user‟s actions as they occur; 
thus understanding the motivations behind the actions. This overlap between traditional 
interviewing and ethnographic studies makes Contextual Inquiries one of the most difficult 
research technique (Ross, 2012). According to Ross, the problem with conducting Contextual 
Inquiries stems from a misunderstanding of the concept. The inquiry must occur in context – 
“It‟s not simply an interview, and it‟s not simply an observation. It involves observing people 
performing their tasks and having them talk about what they are doing while they are doing it” 
(Ross, 2012). It is hence necessary to explain the concept to participants before conducting a 
session. 
 
2.2.2. Usability evaluation methods  
Prototyping 
Prototyping plays a vital role in UCD as both a design method and as an evaluation method. One 
of the main benefits of prototyping is that it helps designers and implementers get valuable 
feedback from the users early in the project. The feedback can then be used to confirm if the 
application matches the required specifications. Prototyping usually consists of identifying basic 
requirements, developing initial prototypes, reviewing of the initial prototypes and finally 
revising and enhancing. 
As a design method, prototypes can be either horizontal - focusing on the user interaction with 
the system interface – or be vertical prototypes that focus on elaborating a specific function of 
the system. As evaluation methods, prototypes can range from low fidelity paper drawings to 
click-through high fidelity prototypes. 
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The obvious advantage of prototypes is identifying limitations and making changes at the 
development stage instead of needing these changes after implementation. However, there is the 
tendency for users to think especially of high fidelity prototypes as the finished product thus 
expecting a high fidelity prototype to perform just as a finished implemented system would. This 
issue can frustrate both the developer and the test participant during usability testing. 
 
Think aloud 
The think aloud process involves users performing assigned specific tasks while verbalizing their 
actions – “the subject is asked to talk aloud, while solving a problem and this request is repeated 
if necessary during the problem-solving process thus encouraging the subject to tell what he or 
she is thinking” (Someren et al., 1994). The point of the exercise is for the researcher to observe 
the entire task completion process instead of just the finished process; understanding the user‟s 
action sequence in performing the task. Think aloud “serves as a window on the soul, letting you 
discover what users really think about your design” (Nielsen, 2012). Further advantages of the 
method include it‟s cheap to organise and easy to learn. 
However, the Think aloud method has a number of shortcomings, the first of which is the 
argument that the additional task of thinking aloud may change the cognitive process of 
performing a task (Someren et al., 1994). Nielsen argues that in most Think aloud instances, 
testers wish to appear smart as such they give filtered statements (Nielsen, 2012). Another 
disadvantage of the method is that it prolongs the time it usually takes to complete a task. Think 
aloud in its pure form requires little to no interference from the observer, however, there are 
situations when testers must be prompted or questioned about their actions. This may lead to the 
risk of biasing the user experience thus producing false results. 
When using the Think aloud method, designers and developers need to evaluate if the task to be 
tested is suitable for the method – can users verbalize their actions when performing the task? 
Considering this question is a good way to ensure optimal use of the method. 
 
Semi-Structured Interview 
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This is a variation of a traditional (structured) interview. The difference being that in semi-
structured interviews, participants are asked few open-ended questions with much of the time 
spent on nudging participants to provide detail explanations to their answers. Although the 
interviewer may have a list of questions, it is what the participants talks about that determines the 
kind of questions asked. Semi-structured interviews therefore yield rich data. Furthermore, 
observational data can also be gathered through this method.  
 
2.2.3. Design methods 
Personas 
In the design process, we begin to imagine how the product is to work, look and function before 
any mock-up or sketches are made. It is therefore is important to have persona descriptions to 
help in maintaining the perspective of the users. If there are no user personas to maintain the user 
perspective, developers may result to implementing their own ideas in the design. Providing only 
requirements without user personas leads developers to making the product based on their 
assumptions and what they think is good for the users instead of imagining how a possible 
product is to be used by a persona. 
“A persona is not the same as an archetype or a person. The special aspect of a persona 
description is that you do not look at the entire person, but use the area of focus or 
domain you are working within as a lens to highlight the relevant attitudes and the 
specific context associated with the area of work” (Nielsen, 2013). 
The purpose of personas is to create reliable and realistic representations of the key users of a 
design. Persona are needed because it becomes much easier to look at their behaviours in order 
to understand the “whys” and build around them (What people do and say can be entirely 
different things). Personas create a strong focus between users and their use contexts. 
Personas are usually based on four different perspectives. The goal-directed perspective, which 
makes the designer understand the users. The focus of a goal-directed persona is on the personal, 
practical, and the relationship with the product - the emotions when using the product, and the 
goals for using the product. Role-based personas are massively data-driven and incorporate data 
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from both qualitative and quantitative sources. The focus is similar to that of the goal-directed 
perspective but it also looks at behaviour and on the users‟ roles in the organisation. Engaging 
personas emphasize how a story can engage the reader. The purpose of the engaging perspective 
is to move from the designer seeing the user as a stereotype with whom he/she is unable to 
identify with or whose life he/she cannot envision, to the designer actively involving himself in 
the lives of the persona. The focus of the engaging persona is on the ability of stories to produce 
involvement and insight. These personas focus on the whole person as a defence against 
automated thinking and stereotypical views of users. Fiction-based personas are not based on 
qualitative data but are created from the designer‟s intuitions and assumptions. Theses personas 
are often used to explore design and generate discussion and insights in the field, and thus have 
different foci and are rather stereotypical in nature. 
 
Scenarios 
One definition of scenario is that it‟s a concise description of a persona using a product to 
achieve a specific goal. Hence, scenarios are created because they are specific, easy to 
understand and accessible to both the users and designers.  
With the help of scenarios it becomes easy to define the context of use of a system and explain 
why a system is necessary. Scenarios are therefore usually assigned to specific personas. 
Scenarios can be used as a way to highlight the various requirements for the design. They can 
also make designers aware of any shortcomings of the design or rather draw attention to aspects 
of the design that may have been overlooked. 
  
20 
 
3. Empirical data - Designing the product 
In this section, we discuss the various processes involved in designing the product. We have 
chosen to divide the product design process into three phases reflecting the main stages of our 
design. 
 
3.1. Phase 1 - Setting requirements 
The first phase of our product design is conducting group interviews to present the idea to 
possible users and gathering information for the product requirements. The following are the 
main user requirements for the product design. 
 Speed and accessibility 
There was common grounds that the platform could have a lot of potential if the focus was set 
right. Some of the main properties of the platform was that it should be readily available, which 
in terms meant that it had to be a smartphone application, so it could be fast and easy to use in 
the everyday lives of users.  
 Exploring the community 
Some people have poor access to social networks either because they have recently moved to a 
new area, are foreign students, single parents, etc. So the ability to gain social connections with 
others was seen as a plus. The users wanted to have the possibility to search the app for activities 
in their vicinity rather than focusing on a certain activity. The reason for this suggestion was so 
that users will be inspired to try new things, especially if they had no friends who wanted to 
partake in the same activity. “I might even be able to talk more deeply with people I don‟t know, 
since there are no strings attached” says one interview participant. Based on this requirement, 
one of the users came up with the idea for a “Hit me”-button which will focus on finding any 
activity close by, instead of the user having to search for specific activities.  Social activities 
away from home like sports, dining, parties and travelling were very popular, and the users 
thought that this could be an excellent use of the “Hit me” button. 
 Social interaction 
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Social interactions like study groups or being taught the guitar, came as a high priority when 
asking the users what kind of network they could see themselves using this platform for. 
 Concerns and safety 
One of the main concerns of the users was that they wanted to be able to control the interaction 
between individuals in the community. What this meant was that they first of all wanted to be 
able to be assured of who they were interacting with - one of the students said “It would be 
important for me to feel safe with these people”. By this she meant that she did not want to risk 
her own safety when engaging with others, she wanted the assurance that both the profile 
information of the person was correct, but also that people should be able to promote each other, 
or at least verify each other. Through this users could feel safer in their interaction, knowing that 
they were engaging in an activity with a real person, who are more likely to have “good” 
intentions. A way of designing this verification of each other could be through a rating system, 
but then a user commented that he felt that such a system might result in the stigmatising of 
people who did not fit in or could adhere to the social norm of interaction, which would then 
again work in a counterintuitive way negating what the platform is set out to do.  
 Enable preferential settings   
The ability to tailor the design experience to the users‟ own preferences was another sought after 
capability of the platform. Users want to be able to personalise their usage with subscriptions to 
local news and events, and notifications on when their favourite authors had posted events, a 
notification to help them get to the event on time, and any other kind of notification concerning 
specific events, such as new updates from the event creator. This personalisation could be made 
through initial search filters throughout the app. The search filters should be realised when 
helping the user search for specific activities, specific dates but also be able to prioritise searches 
to user preferences, and give recommendations based on profile information and past searches. 
One user even promoted what he saw as being an almost identical community-based platform 
called www.couchsurfing.org, which promotes the interaction between international travellers all 
over the world, but as he said; “with your platform, I would always have the key to a bigger 
community at hand, and wouldn't have to go online and check for myself if anything was going 
on, instead the app would notify on what I want to do”. 
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3.2. Phase 2 - Sketching designs 
Having identified the product requirements from would-be users, we continue to the next phase 
of the design process by sketching multiple designs of our product idea. We will focus on 
brainstorming on the basic functions of the app and by creating basic Call-To-Action (CTA) 
buttons (Neil, 2014: p.172), that in themselves clearly describe what the user can do, and lets the 
user reach the goal of participating or creating an event fast and easily. We will begin by 
exploring all wished for functions of the app, before reducing buttons to a bare minimum. The 
design choices are based on our own daily logic as app users and our preferences, the initial 
interview with potential users, but also on course literature like “Designing interfaces” by Jenifer 
Tidwell. 
As shown in the diagrams below, we have settled on three mock-up designs, one design per team 
member. We will proceed to test the three designs with users. 
 
Fig. 2.1 - Mock-up design 3 
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Fig. 2.2 - Mock-up design 1 
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Fig. 2.2 - Mock-up design 2 
  
Testing and feedback 
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 Test set-up 
Our aim with this user test was to get feedback on the idea as well as feedback on the design 
layout and how users would interact with the product design. We approached students at the 
RUC canteen, explained our project idea and showed them our mock-up designs. We used the 
semi-structured interview method in conducting the test. 
 Feedback summary 
Below are the main summary points from the test participants. 
User 1.1 - Isa 
Isa is a first year bachelor student studying Philosophy at RUC. She describes herself as outgoing 
but socially awkward. She therefore thinks such an app would be very helpful for her to interact 
with other students. Her main points are; 
 The app design should be clean and simple to use like www.snapchat.com  
 There should be a chat function 
 There should be picture profiles of users to make them more trustworthy 
 There should be a way to cater for people who have specific food needs such as providing 
information about food content when you create an eating event 
 
User 1.2 - Jonas 
Jonas is a bachelor student at RUC. He describes himself as very social and frequently uses the 
social media app called Tinder to meet new people; 
 The app should only be used as a way to bring people together as such there should be 
minimum interaction on the app between users. “Limit the amount of conversation so 
more time is spent on meeting together” 
 There should be profile information with pictures. 
 There should be a way to quickly view various activities based on a Yes/No response like 
Tinder. 
Test outcome and learning points 
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The feedback from the test focused mainly on the product idea and how the participants felt 
about the idea. They gave suggestions on how to develop the idea, however, conducting user 
tests of our idea on paper mock-ups proved challenging. We had hoped to get feedback on how 
users would interact with the product but we realized that the test participants found it hard to 
relate to the mock-up designs. We therefore stopped testing after two interviews. It is worth 
noting that although we didn‟t get the expected feedback from this test, it did cause us to reflect 
on the shortcomings of testing complex designs using mock-ups. We shall elaborate on this 
finding further in the Discussion chapter of the report. 
 
Phase 2: Second iteration – building a high fidelity prototype 
In this stage we begin the process of creating a high fidelity prototype focusing on the main 
functions and features of the app. 
Proto.io 
We have chosen to use Proto.io to create the high fidelity prototype. Proto.io is a web-based 
application for creating working prototypes of mobile apps - www.proto.io.  In previous courses 
we have used another tool called Axure in creating high fidelity prototypes but we have chosen 
this time to use Proto.io because compared to other prototyping applications such as Axure, 
Proto.io has a drag-and-drop interface, which makes it easier to use than for example Axure. The 
tool is a paid web based software. However, the company provides free 15 days trials with the 
possibility of extension if a user invites others to use the platform. When the trial days expire, 
users are required to buy a product license.  
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Fig. 2.2.1 - Login page Figure 2.2.2 - Homepage 
 
In Fig.2.2.1, which is the first screen of the prototype, we want users to sign-up using a 
registered account. Through an easy overview, we have hence created a form that requires a 
“username” and “password” (Neil, 2014). However, Spool argues that this force to get users to 
use a product is rather counterintuitive since not giving users the possibility to try out a product 
before committing to it might defer them using the product altogether (Spool, 2009). Therefore, 
we have decided to include a “Join Later” button in order for users to first explore the design 
before making a commitment. However, before completing an action (creating or joining an 
event), users are redirected to the account creation page to create an account before completing 
their task. This is a way for us to ensure that only registered members can use the platform 
thereby providing a form of accountability and safety. In Fig.2.2.2 we present the user with the 
main functions of the app - creating or joining an event. The purpose of the page is for users to 
have the ability to quickly perform the primary functions of the app. 
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Fig. 2.2.3 - Selecting Activity  page Fig.2.2.4 - Events page 
 
In Fig.2.2.3, we present the user with the main activities - Study together, Eat together or 
Exercise together. In Fig.2.2.4, we have created an overview of the different activities in a 
unified presentation. The left side is meant to have the profile pictures of the event creators. The 
inclusion of the profile icons is to further the visual differentiation between elements and to also 
make readability better (Tidwell, 2011: p.460). Next to the profile pictures are summaries of the 
events which we have shown as texts through the use of list menus, which clearly divides the 
hierarchical submenus (Neil, 2014: p.14).  
 
Testing and feedback 
 Test set-up 
As with the tests from the first iteration, our aim for this test was to get feedback on the design 
and the user interaction with the design. We used semi-structured interviews to first inquire 
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about the design features after which we observed how a user completes a given task; here we 
used the Think aloud method. 
 Feedback summary 
Below are the main summary points from the test participants 
User 2.1 - John 
John is a second year bachelor student at RUC. He describes himself as not being very active on 
social media. He has neither a Facebook account nor any other similar account. However, as a 
student he can see the positive sides of having such a platform to discuss school work with other 
students. 
 He doesn‟t think that the design navigation has a logical flow - he thinks the activity 
selection page as shown in Fig.2.2.3 shouldn‟t be the home page. 
 The „Join later‟ is a good idea but I will not create an account in order to use the app if 
I‟m not required to. 
 He thinks the events page, Fig. 2.2.4 is tedious to read and will only get worse when 
more events have been created. “Maybe you should group the events into categories” 
says he. 
 
User 2.2 & 2.3 - Medina and Azalea 
Medina and Azalea describe themselves as very active social media users. However, they wish 
there was more privacy on platforms such as Facebook. They are very happy about the idea and 
think the platform can be a way for them to create „secret‟ events amongst few friends. 
 “I really like the name and the logo, I think they fit together well” says Medina. 
 They don‟t  like the colours 
 They also think the events page Fig.2.2.4 should be categorised 
 They want complete control over who joins an event 
 They think there should be more in the profile information. 
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User 2.4 - Mette 
Mette is very active on social media and uses a similar platform called Meetup. She is hence very 
happy about the idea. 
 She thinks „Hit me‟ is confusing - “I don‟t understand it”. 
 She also thinks the events should be categorised. 
 She would like some more colours 
 “I think there should be fewer texts in Fig.2.2.4” 
 “I think the profile information should contain more details” 
 
User 2.5 - Tobias 
Tobias is a social politics student at RUC. He is active on social media sites and has accounts 
with all the major social media platforms. 
 He likes the app name and logo 
 He likes the „Join later‟ and „Hit me‟ features 
 He also thinks the events list, Fig.2.2.4, should have fewer text. 
 He thinks there should be a notification feature for viewing accepted or pending requests 
 
Test outcome and learning points 
Overall, we received very constructive and detailed feedback from this test session. The fact that 
the users could interact with the design completely improved the test results. 
In Fig.2.2 we thought that two simple buttons were self-explanatory and a way for users to 
quickly perform one of the two main functions of the app. However, the user test revealed that 
some users had a difficult time deciphering what the buttons meant especially when they are not 
familiar with the app. 
Another outcome of the test was a discussion on whether the inclusion of infinite lists would be a 
logical solution to be able to contain the increasing amount of events created by many users. The 
users felt it would be rather tedious for them to have to go through a long infinite list. They 
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therefore suggested we group the events into categories instead. We will consider the feasibility 
of this suggestion in the development of the design. 
 
3.3. Phase 3 – fixing usability problems and adding new features 
The response from the user test so far have been positive but we also identified a few usability 
problems with the design. We will address these identified problems in this design phase. The 
main usability problems identified by users are problems related to the design navigation. The 
following are problems that users have identified and how we have fixed these problems. In the 
figures below, we show the evolution of some of the main design layout and features. 
 
   
Fig.3.1 - First “Hit me” button  Fig.3.2 -Second “Hit me” button  Fig.3.3 - Third “Hit me” button  
 
Based on user requests from previous tests, we have included a “Hit-me” button. Users wanted to 
be presented with random leisure activities within a specified radius.  Therefore when users tap 
on the “Hit me” button, they will be presented with random activities in a specified area. The 
focus is on getting to a fast initial start for the user, so they feel an instant success in using the 
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app which might enhance their overall experience with the product, which may increase the 
likelihood of the user returning to the app (Tidwell, 2011: p.10). 
When tapped, the “Hit me” suggests activities by presenting an overview of individual activities 
within a specified radius. The point here is for users to be able to quickly browse through 
activities. The inspiration for this feature is based on another social app www.gotinder.com. 
After user reviews during the Think aloud sessions, the users doubted whether the “YES” button 
would sign them up to the event before being able to read more than the initial header-text. We 
have therefore changed the “YES” and “NO” to “Show more” and “Not interested”. 
We have also included a slider with map icon at the button so users can easily specify the radius 
of their search.  When users first tap on the “Hit-me” button, the app automatically shows 
activities based on the current location. Users can then use the slider to further filter their search. 
This feature is also based on another app www.etilbudsavis.dk. 
 
  
Fig.3.4 - Hamburger menu Fig.3.5 – Toolbar with menu items 
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We found that the need for quick access to the most important features should be included on all 
pages and this can be achieved through the use of a menu, which can be accessed from all pages 
throughout the design. The menu traditionally contains links to the program settings, logout, etc. 
As shown in Fig.3.4, we have included a “Home” button to have an escape hatch, so that users 
can always backtrack to start, if they got to a place they wanted to escape from (Tidwell, 2011: 
p.84). This in turn could make the user feel safer in exploring the app since they always know 
that they can get to safety when needed. 
Our first creation of the menu, Fig.3.4, was based on the hamburger menu, which is a popular 
design feature used by many designs such as the Facebook app. However, upon testing, we found 
out that this particular design didn‟t fit with our overall design layout. Furthermore, keeping with 
the concept of creating the escape hatch, we have removed the hamburger menu from the top 
right corner, to creating a toolbar at the bottom of the screen on every page. In the toolbar, we 
have included the “Heart” button, which is a feature that allows users to save events they are yet 
to decide on. In doing this, users would not have to search for the event if they left the app. We 
have also included the “Notification” button to enable users to get notifications from event 
creators prior to participating in events. The “Settings” button is a feature that enables users to 
change profile related items, but also make physical changes such as font size etc. We have 
chosen existing icon standards to display these features. 
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Fig.3.6 - First homepage Fig.3.7 - Second homepage Fig.3.8 - Third homepage 
From previous tests, users felt the design navigation had an unnatural flow. They felt it was not 
intuitive that the design requires them to first decide to create or join an activity even before 
exploring the features and functionalities of the app. We have therefore solved this shortcoming 
by rearranging the design layout. Users can now explore the main activities, then after decide on 
whether to create a new event or join an existing one. 
Relocating the homepage has also lead to the relocation of the “Create Event” and “Join Event” 
buttons. We have moved the buttons into the specific categories, so users can first get an 
overview of existing events before deciding to create a category-specific event themselves. We 
have also included a search bar to help users find specific events. In following most design 
conventions, we have placed the search button at top right corner of the page. The evolution of 
the “Create/Join” buttons and the location of the search function can be seen in the Fig.3.9 to 
Fig.3.11. 
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Fig.3.9 First Create/Join button Fig.3.10-Second Create/Join button Fig.3.11-Third Create/Join button 
 
Testing and feedback 
 Test set-up 
The aim of this test was to get feedback on the look and feel of the design prototype. As with 
previous tests, we used a combination of semi-structured interviews and Think aloud. The users 
did not identify any usability problems, although they had some personal preferences. 
 
 Feedback summary 
Three users participated in the test and gave somewhat similar feedback. Overall, they liked the 
design layout and navigation. They think the design is so well made that it‟s easy to think that 
it‟s a finished product. They think the design is simple, clean and easy to use. They especially 
like that they recognise most of the icons used in representing the features; this gave them an 
intuitive design experience. As one user said “I think the „Hit me‟ feature looks just like Tinder”. 
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They like the three activities - Study together, Eat Together and Exercise Together- we have 
chosen to focus on since these are the main student activities. 
 
Test outcome and learning points 
The feedback from the test was very positive and the users appeared to interact well with the app. 
However, there were the usual individual preferences such as using pop-up calendars when 
filling out forms. Since there were no usability issues that were discovered by users at this point 
in the design, we have decided that this should be the last test for this particular project. The 
design can however be improved upon and more user tests can be conducted to identify possible 
usability issues. The improvement of the design and further work will be discussed later in the 
report. 
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4. The final design prototype 
In this section, we present the main pages of the final design prototype and describe briefly how 
a user may interact with the design. 
4.1. The app name and logo 
 
We have chosen the name „Woven‟ for our mobile app. This name was suggested by one team 
member based on the explanation that what we wish to accomplish with our app is to bring 
students of different backgrounds together. Thus the name „Woven‟, from the verb to weave, is a 
metaphor for bringing diverse students together - interweaving the lives of individuals. We made 
an internet search for the word woven and decided on one design that we thought expressed what 
we want to achieve with the app. The design was available for public download, however, if the 
app should be anything more than an academic project, we will have to consider any copyright 
infringements. We have tested the app name and logo with users. The results were very positive, 
with all the users agreeing that the name and the logo reflect our vision. 
 
4.2. How to use Woven 
Fig.3.1 below shows the login in page where users are required to login with either Facebook, 
Google+ or any other email account. However, by selecting the „Join later‟ option, they have the 
possibility to explore the app before creating an account. From the login page, the user is 
directed to the activities selection page as shown in Fig.3.2. From the activities page, the user can 
join one of the three activities we have chosen to focus on. On this page there is also the „Hit me‟ 
button for users who don‟t have a specific choice in mind and would rather the app provide them 
with options from which they can choose. 
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Fig.3.1 – Login page Fig.3.2 – Activity selection page 
 
If for example a user selects „Study Together‟, the diagrams below is an explanation of the action 
sequence to perform the chosen task. In Fig.3.3, the user is presented with overviews of various 
study events. If he can‟t find an event he wishes to join, he can create new events, which will be 
included in the events list. So from this page, the user has two options - join an event or create an 
event. Assuming the user selects the first event on Fig.3.3, he will be directed to Fig.3.4, where 
he is presented with details about the event. He can also find information about the event creator 
and other participants who have already joined the event as shown in Fig.3.5. If the user has not 
already signed in with an account as required in Fig.3.1, he will be directed to Fig.3.6 to create 
an account before he will be able to join his chosen event.  However, if he has already signed in 
with an account, the join request will be sent to the event creator, who will respond with a 
decision of whether the request has been accepted or declined. 
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Fig.3.3 – Events page Fig.3.4–Details of chosen 
event 
Fig.3.5 – Profile page Fig.3.6 – Account creation 
page 
 
 
  
Fig.3.7 – Event creation page Fig.3.8 – Events overview page 
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From Fig.3.3, if the user wishes to create an event instead of joining an existing one, he will 
select the „Create Event‟ button as shown in the figure. This will take him to the event creation 
page as shown in Fig.3.7. Here the user must fill out the details of the event he wishes to create 
after which he will be directed to Fig.3.8 where he is presented with the overview of the details 
he has just entered. The purpose of Fig.3.8 is for the user to be able to double check the 
information before making it public. If the user has not already signed in with an account, he will 
be directed to the account creation page as previously explained.  However, if he has already 
signed in with an account, the event will be created and immediately added to the event list.   
 
4.3. Comparing Woven to Facebook 
In this section we present the main similarities and differences between Woven and Facebook. 
We have chosen Facebook because it‟s the most popular socialising platform used by students 
for creating/joining events. Furthermore, it is the event creation feature from Facebook and other 
features from other socializing platforms such as Tinder and Couchsurfing that have inspired our 
design. 
The main differences, as we see it, between Facebook and Woven, is that Facebook's intended 
focus is on virtual interactive communication between friends and acquaintances. With 
Facebook, users have the ability to sign up to different groups based on their interests - the 
ability to sign up to something of personal interest seems as a benefit for socialising and thereby 
sharing personal and professional updates in groups of choice. A point we discussed in the group 
was whether the virtual presentation of the user, is an actual image of real life, or rather a staging 
of the ideal presentation of oneself. We concluded that this kind of virtual interaction with others 
might not promote social health.  In creating Woven we set out to focus on the real life 
interaction between users. Thus the app will serve mainly as a platform to bring people together 
to engage in real-life interaction and not a platform for online interaction with friends. We 
believe that this differentiation will go a long way to promote social health better than Facebook 
does currently. Design-wise, we have created a platform that intends to accommodate real life 
interactions with the possibility of exploring the nearby community.  
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5. Analysis 
In this section we will show how we have used the main theoretical and methodological concepts 
in creating Woven. 
5.1. The User-Centred Design Process in designing Woven 
The ISO standard describing the 6 key principles of working with the User-Centred Design 
principle includes not only involving users in a design process but also involves working 
iteratively through small steps to ensure that user needs and design requirements are met. This is 
what we have attempted to achieve in this project. 
Our aim with working with UCD was to create a design based on user perspective through 
actively involving users in the design process. We therefore involved users in every stage of the 
design, which had both positive and negative consequences. From start we worked together with 
users to define the requirements of the app and to decide on what functions should be available 
on the app. We did this through one round of interviews of six participants. The six participants 
presented different needs but overall, the interview served as a form of contextual inquiry where 
we explored possible use situations of the app. After the requirements phase, we moved on to 
work with multiple iterations in the other two phases of the design process. Throughout these 
iterations we made small incremental changes to the design based on user feedback. We also 
addressed user identified usability problems in the design. 
In following the ISO standard of the 6 key principles of working with UCD, we have also taken a 
multidisciplinary approach in our design development. In addition to studying Informatics, we 
each study an extra course - Computer Science, Communication and Health Promotion. We 
therefore drew knowledge from these disciplines and incorporated them in our design process. 
We relied on the Computer Science knowledge in the usage of the prototyping tool and the actual 
creation of the high fidelity prototype. We relied on the Communication knowledge in 
understanding the user interaction aspects of the design process. Finally we relied on theories of 
Health promotion in defining the overall vision of the app - promoting social health. 
In the actual design of the prototype, we used scenarios and personas as a way of creating 
explicit understanding of user tasks and environment. As UCD analysing tools, the personas and 
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scenarios, served as a way for us to maintain the user perspective throughout the iterative 
processes. Using data from the interview sessions for collecting requirements, we created 
personas based on our observations of the user behaviour and characteristics. In addition to the 
personas, we also used the use situations that users mentioned to create scenarios. As we have 
mentioned, personas helped us to maintain the user perspective in our design - through the 
personas, the user goals and needs became the common focal point for the team. Although there 
may be some disadvantages of working with personas, there weren‟t any that directly affected 
our design process. 
The main advantage of us working with the UCD process was that we maintained a user 
perspective in the design. However, involving users in the design process also prolonged the time 
it took us to work on the design. 
 
5.2. Data collection methods used in designing Woven 
In getting empirical data for our project we wanted to find a way that had a contextual fit with 
the creation of a platform to support socialising in the everyday life of the user. Studying the user 
could be one way of gathering data, but this method contains the risk of us as designers creating 
stereotypical images of the users from what we saw, or what we thought we saw. As such the 
data from such sessions would not be the user's data, but our data. Another way we could have 
gathered data could have been through the use of the questionnaires. Questionnaires would have 
been faster but they also have the disadvantages of restricting users in how far they can address a 
question. 
We therefore decided that qualitative interviews in the form of Contextual Inquiries where the 
user is in an everyday setting, would be the best way to gather user requirements and needs for 
the app. The approach was based on a cross-sectional inspiration from both User-Centred Design 
and Participatory Design. When collecting data for the requirements of the product, we started 
out by interviewing a group of random people at Roskilde University in small group interviews. 
We used this method because it could be done easily and without much preparation. 
Furthermore, we chose this method because we did not want to affect the interviews too much by 
already having a certain product focus that might mislead the potential users in our own pre-
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defined direction. But instead support the User-Centred Design idea, by choosing the user‟s 
everyday life as a starting point for our investigation. 
The introductory interviews were also a way to do a feasibility study of our project and to be 
more specific on the vision of our project and technological intervention. We wanted to draw 
inspiration from the Scandinavian MUST method used to structure the development of IT-
projects in organisations, where the focus of the project is more about the democratization of 
users of the technology, instead of just having the designer's view on the development process.  
 
5.3. Usability evaluation methods used in testing Woven 
Semi-structured interviews and Think aloud are the two main evaluation methods we used. Since 
both these two methods are UCD methods, they were effective in maintaining the user 
perspective of the design process. Because like all UCD evaluation methods, these methods 
allow designers to pay attention not only to what users say but also what they do. In the semi-
structured interviews, we followed the standard way of asking open-ended questions and 
allowing the respondent‟s answers to lead the interview. This method worked very well since it 
got the users to provide detailed feedback.  
We chose the Think aloud as a second method because it‟s the evaluation method best for 
identifying user problems in performing specific tasks. In our case we wanted to know if there 
was a design flaw in the action sequence of a user creating or joining an event. Although we 
succeeded in reaching our test goal, we encountered problems with the Think aloud method. 
Firstly, the users were unfamiliar with the Think aloud concept. Even though we explained the 
concept and the test goal, the users felt awkward about verbalising their action sequence and in 
most instances chose to act without thinking out loud. In such instances, we had to ask them 
what they thought and why they thought it. This interruption changed the format from a Think 
aloud session to a semi-structured interview. 
Another reason the Think aloud sessions did not work was because it was rather difficult for 
users to verbalise their action sequence when they have just been told about the product. Since it 
was their first encounter with the app, they rather asked what they were expected to do instead of 
telling us about what they were doing.  We would have been able to reap more from the method 
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had we executed it a little differently. For instance we could have allowed the users to familiarise 
themselves with the app before conducting the Think aloud sessions. This would have kept the 
focus on verbalising their actions since they would have already experienced how to navigate the 
app.  
 
5.4. Working with Shneiderman's 8 Golden Rules of Design 
Shneiderman‟s 8 Golden rules of design which is an extension of Nielsen's 10 heuristic 
principles (Nielsen, 1995) are the main principles we have followed in arriving at the final 
prototype. Most of these rules we used implicitly as considerations in making design choices. 
However, there are a few that we demonstrated explicitly in our design. 
The main principle we have used in our design is the principle of striving for consistency. 
“Consistent sequences of actions should be required in similar situations; identical terminology 
should be used in prompts, menus, and help screens; and consistent commands should be 
employed throughout” (Shneiderman, 2014). Since we chose to design our app for the android 
platform, we have maintained the android design patterns and appearance in our app design. In 
doing this we have minimised the time users will need to learn how to use the app since they will 
be used to the patterns, workflow and the process of using this app as being similar to that of any 
android app. What we encountered with users was that they expected the app to work exactly as 
other apps. For instance, during testing we noticed that most of the users swiped the screens in 
order to move between pages. This of course did not work because we have not used the 
swipe/slide feature in our design since we didn‟t think a swipe feature was necessary for the kind 
of functions we have created. However, during testing, it was apparent that our decision to not 
use the swipe/slide feature affected the user interaction with the design. 
Another principle relating to consistency is reducing short-term memory. Like the principle 
about striving for consistency, this principle also talks about reducing short-term memory. “The 
limitation of human information processing in short-term memory requires that displays be kept 
simple, multiple page displays be consolidated...” (Shniederman, 2014). In early design versions, 
the „Home‟ feature was contained in the hamburger menu, which was located in the top right 
corner of the screen. This was a design idea we borrowed from Facebook but we adapted the idea 
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by including the „Home‟ feature in the hamburger menu. However, for android apps, the „Home‟ 
feature is usually located in the bottom section of the screen. By breaking this pattern, we 
increased the user‟s mental workload because they now had to recall the new location of the 
„Home‟ feature. During testing, it was apparent that users found it hard to find the „Home‟ 
feature. This led us to creating the alternative design, Fig.5.2, which is consistent with the 
android platform thus not requiring extra mental effort from users. 
  
Fig.5.1 –  First location of „Home‟ Fig.5.2 –  Second location of „Home‟ 
 
Offering informative feedback is the principle that states that every action should be followed by 
some appropriate reaction. “For every operator action, there should be some system feedback. 
For frequent and minor actions, the response can be modest, while for infrequent and major 
actions, the response should be more substantial” (Shniederman, 2014).  The figure below is an 
explicit example of an instance where we have applied this principle. Like the figure below, 
throughout the design, a „loading circle‟ appears every time a page is refreshed. In the example 
below, whenever a user drags down the event list, the loading circle appears at the top of the 
event list. This indicates that the events are being refreshed. This principle enhanced users 
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overall interaction with the design because it served as a form of instant feedback in response to 
their actions. 
 
Fig.5.3 –  Loading circle 
 
The principle of permitting easy reversal of actions implies that when users know that they have 
the option to reverse their actions, their overall experience with a product is enhanced since they 
don‟t have to worry or feel anxious about making irreversible mistakes (Shniederman, 2014).  
The figures below are examples of an instance where we have used this principle. As shown in 
Fig.5.4 and Fig.5.5, the event creation procedure comprises of two stages. In the first stage, the 
event creator enters the details of the even he wishes to create. Before moving to the next phase 
of actually creating the event, the user is presented with a summary page where he can double 
check his details. From here he can cancel or make changes to the details or if everything is as he 
wants, he can continue to create the event. 
A final consideration we have made in regards to the golden rules is the principle of offering 
simple error handling. “As much as possible, design the system so the user cannot make a serious 
error. If an error is made, the system should be able to detect the error and offer simple, 
comprehensible mechanisms for handling the error” (Shniederman, 2014). In our current design, 
there isn‟t many scenarios that users may encounter an error besides the login page, which has 
specific requirements. Although the error handling feature is not enabled in the current 
Loading circle showing page refresh 
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prototype, Fig.5.6 below shows that in the event of an error, the app would use a pop-up box to 
inform users about the restrictions and requirements for creating an account. 
  
Fig.5.4 –  Event creation page Fig.5.5 –  Event creation overview 
 
 
Fig.5.6 –  Pop-up showing error 
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6. Discussion 
In this section we discuss our overall experience from working on this project and highlight our 
main learning points. 
6.1. Results and learning points 
Working on this app has been very interesting but also challenging. Our first challenge came 
from working with mock-up prototypes. Using mock-up prototypes was particularly challenging 
for us because it was difficult to use sketches to test how users interacted with a complex product 
such as a mobile app. The advantages of using paper mock-ups include them being fast and easy 
to make - they cost less and can be made quickly. Furthermore, designers can explore more 
alternative designs with paper mock-ups and in some instances paper mock-ups allow designers 
to make use of user sketching. However, we have learnt that the use context of mobile 
applications is especially important in evaluating user experience, which is rather difficult to 
achieve via paper mock-ups. The feedback from the evaluation sessions changed drastically 
when we moved from testing paper mock-ups to testing high fidelity prototypes. With the high 
fidelity prototype we got to explore the entire user‟s interaction with the design and not just parts 
of the design. Also we got to explore the differences and/or similarities between what users say 
and what they actually did.  
Although switching to a high fidelity prototype improved our project, we also experienced some 
drawbacks. Firstly, it was time consuming, especially since we had to learn how to use the 
prototyping tool, Proto.io. Secondly, due to the details of the high fidelity prototype, the users 
had very high expectations of the app - they expected it to work just as a finished product would. 
Thirdly, we were also held prisoners by our own design because compared to paper mock-ups, it 
is more difficult to make changes - we couldn‟t just sketch out a change, we had to make sure the 
change will not affect other parts of the running prototype. 
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Another challenging area and a subsequent learning point from working on this project was in 
setting up the user evaluation tests. Firstly, none of the test participants had the time to 
participate in all the test sessions. As such we missed the advantages of getting that follow-up 
feedback one would usually get from having the same user participate in various stages of 
testing. This also meant that we had to spend a lot of time explaining to „new‟ test participants 
how far the design had evolved from the original sketches. Another learning point from the test 
sessions is that user feedback depends very much on the background and design knowledge of 
the test participants. What we mean by this is that in previous projects, we have restricted testing 
designs on students from the Computer Science/Informatics department. These kinds of tests 
always resulted in „expect‟ reviews. Expect in the sense that since these students are usually 
classmates studying the same courses as us, they had just as much theoretical knowledge as we 
do or even more than we do. So their evaluation tends to steer away from how regular users will 
interact with the system to focusing rather on questioning our design choices. Whilst these forms 
of feedback have their advantages, their main disadvantage is that the feedback is usually very 
specific and not reflective of the general usage of the product. 
In this particular project however, we made it a point to test the product on non-Computer 
Science/Informatics students. The feedback we got from the tests were hence focused on the 
entire user interaction with the design and not the theoretical choices we have made. This kind of 
feedback also came with its own special problems - there were instances when the user feedback 
contradicted our theoretical knowledge. For instance one of the basic good design practices for 
interfaces is to choose complementing colours and to use as few colours as possible. However, 
during one of the test sessions, we had a user who insisted that we didn‟t have enough colours in 
our design. In such instances where user feedback contradicts theory, we had to examine both 
sides and favour the side that is closer to best practices. 
 
6.2. Limitations of the app 
We have tried as much as possible to develop an app that fulfils the user requirements we 
gathered at the beginning of the design process. However, there are a few of the requirements 
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that we have not been able to achieve either due to the limitations of the prototyping tool or time 
constraints.   
Guaranteeing complete user safety is one of the things we have not been able to achieve. Our 
earlier designs did not include any form of safeguard. But during testing, users asked us if there 
was any kind of safety measure put in place for this platform that intends to bring strangers 
together. We therefore looked into options such as login on with a “NEM ID” as a way to 
authenticate users. We did however settle on adding a recommendations feature to the user 
profiles. Although this will not guarantee complete safety of using the app, it does however 
provide users the option of knowing if others have recommended an event creator.  
Another requirement we have not been able to fulfil is to allow users to make preferential 
settings and changes. Due to time constraints, the design as it is currently is fixed. All users will 
experience the design in the same way without being able to add personalised features such as 
colours, etc... 
Finally, we tried as much as possible to make sure that the app will only function as a way of 
bringing people together with the actual interaction taking place when they have met. But based 
on user feedback we have included a chat function. Our intention is that users will use this chat 
function to contact event creators for details but we are aware of the possibility of users 
reinventing this function to becoming the main way of interacting with others. 
 
6.3. Research reliability and validity 
As with most research, the results from this research will change should the data collection 
method change. For this project, we tested the design on RUC students and made changes based 
on their feedback. Although one can argue that all students share similar characteristics, we are 
aware that the results may not be the same with different test participants. Furthermore, a bigger 
sample size may have resulted in us making different decisions - our sample size of less than one 
percent is not representative of the total student population of RUC. 
In terms of validity, we believe we have been successful in achieving what we set out to achieve 
in this project. We may have not been successful in using some of our research tools such as the 
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Think aloud method, fully to our advantage. But we have been resourceful and have properly 
used alternative methods such as changing from Think aloud to semi-structured interviews, in 
achieving our testing aim. 
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7. Conclusion 
Our research question has been; „How to develop a mobile app to improve social interaction 
among students?‟ In the course of answering this research question we have found out that the 
platform will be most beneficial in supporting students lacking social connections by providing 
them with the means of meeting new friends and forming real life connections. The requirement 
for this to work is that the platform must have features that can support student lives. As such we 
have focused on the three main activities - Studying together, eating together and exercising 
together - that we believe students engage in the most. It‟s our intention that the app will 
facilitate social interaction through these three features. For example if a student is having 
problems with his studies but finds it difficult to interact with other students, he may use the app 
to join a study group event to discuss and share ideas with other students he may otherwise have 
not been able to approach prior to using the app. In creating the app, we have involved users in 
the design process and have drawn on both theory and user feedback to arrive at the final design 
prototype.  
 
7.1. Perspective and possibility for further research 
An interesting further research could be focused on the implementation of the app. The research 
could focus on how the design of technological tools transform people‟s lives as well as how the 
use of the tool evolves with time. According to theories of diffusion of innovation, users 
sometimes reinvent the use of a technological tool by using the tool for purposes other than what 
the tool was intended for. Amongst several reasons, reinvention might be a response to a lack of 
user participation both during the design creation and implementation. It would be interesting to 
continue this project further by exploring how this app could be implemented in the student 
community at RUC. Exploring the learning curves and any reinventions that might occur in the 
course of the app reaching a wider audience.  
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9. Appendix 
 
Persona/Scenario 
Bobby – 1st year student at RUC                                                                                         
Bobby is 21 years old and has just started her bachelor‟s degree in Sociology at RUC. She is Danish on 
her father‟s side and American on her mother‟s side. She was born in Denmark and has so far lived only 
in Copenhagen. She has no long term plans currently but she hopes to someday live in New York City, 
the greatest city in the world. She also hopes to someday become a documentary filmmaker.  
Bobby describes herself as fairly social and she is especially open to the idea of meeting new people. She 
is very active on social media and has accounts on all the major social media websites. She uses social 
media platforms as a way to connect with family and friends both locally and abroad. She also uses social 
media platforms to stay informed about music festivals and concerts. 
Bobby is very technology savvy and likes to stay updated on new technological developments. She 
recently switched from iPhone to the newest HTC phone that runs on the android platform – she wanted a 
new experience. Bobby has over 20 apps on her phone of which Facebook and twitter are the apps she 
uses most. 
Since Bobby just started her study at RUC she sometimes has difficulty in understanding some of her 
course literature so she would like the chance to meet with other students to discuss some of the reading 
materials. Her experience at RUC so far is that like herself, most people stay within their immediate circle 
of friends as such it‟s rather hard to hear fresh ideas. She therefore wishes to meet with people outside of 
her immediate circle to share new ideas and experiences.  She therefore likes the idea of an app that will 
facilitate physical socializing. She would mostly use this app to join study groups. 
Scenario A  
Bobby has a class assignment to write a contemporary essay on Karl Marx. There is a lot of material to be 
read and although she is an avid reader, she would like someone to discuss her ideas with and listen to 
other interpretations of Karl Marx. 
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Tina and Stefan are her closest friends who study the same subjects as she.  She usually studies with them 
and although she has a high opinion of their knowledge, she feels it‟s time she spread her wings. She has 
therefore decided to create a discussion group on „Woven‟. 
Before creating the group, she spoke to Stefan and Tina about her plans and Stefan has decided to join the 
group. Bobby now wishes to create a discussion group for 5 people in total with one seat reserved for 
Stefan. 
Bobby is not necessarily picky but because this is the end of semester assignment, she wants to be sure 
the people who join the discussion group are actually knowledgeable in the subject area. She would 
therefore like to be able to read profile and possibly recommendations before accepting people. 
 
Name:  Sandeep Chaudhary Age:  22 
Location: Roskilde, in an apartment.  
Job: bartender 
Education: Bachelor in Marketing  
 
Personality 
Sandeep lives with his friend in an apartment, and studies at Roskilde University.  He is passionate about 
meeting different ethnicity people and understanding and learning new cultures.  He often visits nearby 
library when he has to study and loves going out/hanging out with friends. He also loves riding his 
bicycle, which is his main means of transportation. He often ask for help with his friends if has hard time 
understanding concepts regarding study and he works best when he is in a group. Sandeep often tries to 
reads the metro newspaper, and prefers to have an up-to-date mobile phone.  
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Professional Goal 
Sandeep is looking for a better job related to his study field. He aspires to become an area manager for a 
company within 8 years. 
 
Personal Goal 
Sandeep would like to get good grades in his study. He also wishes if there was an app or website which 
helps him in organizing study groups or discussion groups so he could learn more on things he didn't 
understand from fellow students or teachers. When Sandeep has a vacation he would like to go travelling 
to various countries around Europe and the World.  He also has aspirations to learn a new language, but 
finds learning Danish hard.  
 
                                                                                   
 
Daily Routine 
Wake up: 6:30  
Sets off 8:10 
Arrives at University 8:50 
Finishes study 14:00 
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Hangs out with friends or stays at library till 18:30 
Arrives home: 19:15 
Works Friday and Saturday from 16:00 - 2:00  
 
Scenario A 
Late evening Sandeep sits at his computer and starts working with his assignments. He doesn't understand 
some of the concepts that was taught to them on Monday; He tries to go through the slides, still he doesn't 
understand what it means. He thinks, while at the same time saying to himself: “wouldn‟t it be great if I 
could discuss this topic with a fellow student or someone who has understood the concept and is will to 
help.” He tries to search via google and even looks at his Facebook if someone is online from his class but 
he can't find anything that is helpful to him so he leaves his assignment thinking he would ask his friend 
at University next day and goes to kitchen to cook food. 
 
Tommy 
Tommy is a 27 year old philosophy major from USA, he moved to Denmark three months ago to study at 
Roskilde University. At home Tommy's girlfriend and mother sent him on this travel fearing that he might 
hurt himself, since he had a history of depression and alcohol abuse. 
Tommy sees himself as not being very socially skilled thus having a tendency to isolate himself in his 
dorm room. It has now been 2 1/2 months since Tommy started studying and still he doesn't feel that he 
has connected with anyone at the University. Tommy is having a hard time figuring out Danish language 
and the Danish system and furthermore figuring out this new role as a student and the specific rules and 
systems of Roskilde University. All these new structures sometimes get the best of him and he stays in 
bed for days unable to go to school, he simply can't manage…. 
He calls his mother at home telling her that everything is okay but the mother heard from the girlfriend 
that he's feeling very lonely. His girlfriend Janice is the only one who actually knows what is going on 
and that he feels isolated in this new society. Tommy is smart, so smart that he got a scholarship to go 
study abroad and he heard a lot about Danish culture and read a lot of Kierkegaard‟s works. Reading is a 
big interest of Tommy's and he would like to find peers with whom he can discuss the writings of 
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Kierkegaard. The big problem when attending Roskilde University was that he had the feeling that 
everything was about partying, and having the history that he does he knew that it would be a bad idea 
going down that road again. Tommy needed close relations but didn't know how to get them, even though 
he had profile on Facebook it didn't help him make new friends. One day he stumbled upon an app named 
Woven, where you have the possibility to create or joint events that focused on real life interaction with 
people, who had common interests, he searched for discussion groups and hang out places but also the 
possibility to dine with other students. The app was specifically tailored to students from Roskilde 
University who wanted to socialize with others as well as finding study groups. He open the app and 
instantaneously he had the possibility to search for events in his area, and he found out that a girl from 
school actually had made an event that he could join. He never felt the incentive to go up to people and 
asking them if they wanted to do something together, so this was an easier way of interacting with other 
people since he would be able to express himself through profile text and specify his interests, he felt that 
this could be another way for people to get to know him and not just reject him. He felt that it was very 
important to him to be able to be anonymous so at first he didn't put up a picture of himself and only used 
his first name on his profile. And when he found an event he would like to join he started to chat with the 
person whom have make the event, and asked them whether he could come and told the person that if 
they wanted a picture he can send it to them, and at the same time explained that he was a very private 
person who didn't want to share all his personal information's because he was very shy. One day Tommy 
found the study group that actually studied the works of Kierkegaard for an exam, and he asked them if he 
could join because he would also like to know more about Kierkegaard. He found out that there was room 
for two more at the event. Tommy joined the events which took place in Copenhagen, and he felt that he 
had a really invigorating night with good discussions with new people, and when he got home he couldn't 
wait to review the event maker. He had the opportunity to give that person a star and he did, as well as 
putting in a text saying: “thanks for inviting me to your home, now I know what “HYGGE” is…” 
Tommy now felt brave enough to use the app at its full extent since the feedback he got himself from the 
event creator was a star, and a review saying: “Don‟t be so hard on yourself, friendly and smart people 
like yourself will always be able to find friends”. Tommy once again opened the app and pressed the 
button that said “hit me” which meant that any events in his vicinity would pop up, and he found a group 
of people who was kayaking from the harbour in Copenhagen, you thought that he might as well give it a 
try and this time it cost 50 Danish Kroner in kayak rental, but he thought “the only way…...is forward” 
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Interview transcripts 
Psychology students 
·      Not sure I will use it but if I do I would bring a friend. 
·      Is it just for food? 
·      I have fitness membership that I never use so it will be good to use this to exercise with others 
·      The idea is unnatural 
·      Won‟t it be doing too much? 
·      Who are the target audience? Students? People from out of town? Ethnic minorities? 
·      How do I find friends by interest? 
·      Is there an age requirement? 
·      Can be used for travelling, study group, doing homework. 
·      I will not want to bring people to my home 
·      I don‟t want to spend time waiting for people to accept 
·      I am open to things that don‟t happen at home, e.g. beach, grill, etc. 
·      Food safety and hygiene - Pictures of both food and kitchen 
·      Should be able to set requirements 
·      Focus on social communities 
·      The scope is too wide, don‟t stretch it 
·      It should be free 
      
Galivan 
·      Couchsurfing when travelling or organising parties 
·      Always people from abroad 
·      Easier with an app 
·      Must be easy to navigate 
·      Should be free 
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·      „bring-and-eat‟ – select what you will bring 
·      Search by area 
·      Look at profiles 
·      Reviews? 
·      Couchsurfing is difficult to navigate 
  
Stine 
·      It‟s a good idea for planning playdates 
·      Good idea for single parents 
·      Best to meet outside of the home 
·      What about food allergies? 
·      Notifications? Sign up and join later 
·      Scope is important 
·      Be able to see what is happening in other neighbourhoods 
·      No to food but yes to playdates 
·      What is the target audience? Family with children? 
·      I will not be a random user, I will only join planned events 
·      Specify allergies 
·      Show ingredients 
 
Ayse Tuba -  Bach in co 
1: Explain the idea to the user 
How can you be sure that you are getting the right people to study with? 
 
Test 1 - Look and feel 
Colour? - do not  
Ease of navigation? - What does create and join imply?  
Create and join events should not be there 
Consistency? 
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Icon recognition? 
 
Logo? 
Nice logo - easy to recognise 
Expectancy and result when button press 
Familiarity 
Ease of use 
General comments 
Think that it‟s a good concept, and that he will use the platform 
 
Test 2 - Think aloud - task 
Ask the user to join an event 
Not signing in, joining later 
Looking at the profile of the person who is also attending 
In doubt whether I am attending 
If description is spot on, then I would not read the chat 
What level is the study on? Beginner, advanced? 
 
Step count? 
Remove create and join, remove the “hit me” button. 
Ease of completing the given task! How easy is it to complete the task? 
Learning curve - how long do you expect to learn the use of the app? 
Is that task procedure intuitive (why?) 
 
Louise Hannah 28110574 
louise.hannah21@gmail.com 
 
1: Explain the idea to the user 
 
63 
 
Test 1 - Look and feel 
Confused at login page, don‟t understand, nice logo 
More specific not just create or join. 
Hit me is not self-explanatory 
Divide the events in boxes 
 
Colour? - likes the colours 
Ease of navigation?  
More boxes and pictures 
Consistency? 
Icon recognition? 
Logo? 
Familiarity? 
Ease of use? 
 
General comments 
Test 2 - Think aloud - task 
Ask the user to join an event 
Step count? 
Ease of completing the given task! How easy is it to complete the task? 
Learning curve - how long do you expect to learn the use of the app? 
Is that task procedure intuitive (why?) 
Jacob - bachelor virksomhedsstudier 
 
1: Explain the idea to the user 
How can you be sure that you are getting the right people to study with? 
Search possibility is very important 
Eat together is good, study together is many not that important 
It seems strange to have the “hit me” button 
 
64 
 
Test 1 - Look and feel 
Colour? - Overall easy to read  
Ease of navigation? - What does create and join imply?  
Create and join events should not be there 
Consistency? 
Okay consistency 
Icon recognition? 
Logo? 
Nice logo - easy to recognise 
Expectancy and result when button press 
Familiarity 
Ease of use 
General comments 
Think that it‟s a good concept, and that he will use the platform 
 
 
Test 2 - Think aloud - task 
Ask the user to join an event 
Not signing in, joining later 
Looking at the profile of the person who is also attending 
In doubt whether I am attending 
If description is spot on, then I would not read the chat 
What level is the study on? Beginner, advanced? 
Step count? 
Remove create and join, remove the “hit me” button. 
Ease of completing the given task! How easy is it to complete the task? 
Learning curve - how long do you expect to learn the use of the app? 
Is that task procedure intuitive (why?) 
 
Tobias - Bachelor i politic go administration 
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1: Explain the idea to the user 
Test 1 - Look and feel 
Colour? - Overall easy to read  
Ease of navigation? - What does create and join imply?  
Create and join events should not be there 
Consistency? 
Okay consistency 
Icon recognition? 
Logo? 
Nice logo - easy to recognise 
Expectancy and result when button press 
Familiarity 
Ease of use 
General comments 
 
Test 2 - Think aloud - task 
Ask the user to join an event 
Not signing in, joining later 
Looking at the profile of the person who is also attending 
In doubt whether I am attending 
If description is spot on, then I would not read the chat 
What level is the study on? Beginner, advanced? 
Step count? 
 
Ease of completing the given task! How easy is it to complete the task? 
Learning curve - how long do you expect to learn the use of the app? 
Is that task procedure intuitive (why?) 
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